Abstract. In this paper we discuss whether environmental impact assessment (EIA) can serve as an arena for including citizens in the decisionmaking process. Through a case study of a proposed extension of a regional airport in Sweden, the role of EIA, and to what degree different actors and arguments influenced the decision, is analysed. It is found that there are serious problems concerning public participation when it comes to projects which extend beyond the local level and which play an important part in the regional economy. In these cases there is a risk, despite the aims of EIA, that the process will be characterised by public exclusion rather than by public involvement.
Introduction
In a flood of documents provided by nation-states and nongovernmental organisations (NGOs) around the world,`sustainability' has, during the last decade, become the catchword for global, national, and local development. The concept of sustainability contains three objectives or dimensions: encouraging economic growth; reaching environmental goals; and fostering democratic decisionmaking.
However, there has been little explicit discussion of how these dimensions should be related to each other. Among nation-states and NGOs there is a growing consciousness that a good environment is a prerequisite for economic growth and that, in the long run, the three goals need to be seen as reinforcing parts (see, for example, EU, 1999; Habitat, 1996) . Despite this, the nation-state often encounters problems in performing its two functions of promoting economic growth and regulating growth in the interest of longterm ecological goals. In some cases the gap between these dimensions is so wide that researchers perceive the concept of sustainability as an example of green rhetoric or`g reenwash' ' (Myersen and Rydin, 1996; Szerszynski et al, 1997) . A related concern is how to coordinate the work for sustainable development between different spatial levels. To what extent, and in what way, should a locality, a region, or even a nation-state be responsible for geographically broader issues? Is strong local protest, against, for example, a national plant for hazardous waste disposal, or a high-speed railway connecting regions to each other, an expression of the selfish`not in my backyard' syndrome or is it a case of highly legitimate action which is, indeed, in the long-term interest of sustainability development?
There exists a need for practical knowledge about how the three dimensions of sustainability should be related to each other, as well as about how spatial levels should be balanced against one another. An important step towards answering this generalö and truly politicalöquestion is to investigate to what extent, and in what way, sustainability is used in decisionmaking processes in public affairs.
In this paper we discuss how the goal of sustainability is used in a case of transport infrastructure investment. The reason for choosing this area is that this kind of investment raises serious questions about the sustainability of all the three areas mentioned: economy, ecology, and democracy. Transport infrastructure also concerns the question Transport infrastructure investment and environmental impact assessment in Sweden: public involvement or exclusion?
of spatial scale, because it exceeds the local and regional levels by many times önot least when it comes to its environmental consequences and its economic benefits.
Environmental impact assessment (EIA) is designed to take account of the environmental consequences of a project and, at the same time, serve as an instrument for including citizens in the decisionmaking process. But in the end, when the environmental impact is weighed against the public utility of the enterprise, the environmental concern can be outweighed by economic considerations (Government Bill, 1997/98) . (1) An examination of an EIA process can therefore show how the three dimensions of sustainability are balanced and how the consequences of the enterprise for different spatial levels are coordinated. The question is whether EIA can serve as an instrument for dialogue between different interests and for qualification of the meaning of sustainability. In this paper, we discuss this issue in relation to the present case and to earlier research on EIA in Sweden.
The paper is divided into five parts, this introduction included. The next section relates the transport sector to the post-Rio agenda in Sweden. In the third section, the development of EIA in Sweden is described, followed by a section where the role of EIA is discussed in relation to the case of a proposed extension of a regional airport. In the fifth and concluding part we discuss problems and prospects with regard to EIA serving as an instrument for vitalising democracy in Swedish society.
Infrastructure investments and the post-Rio agenda in Sweden
In many countries we have seen a wave of new investment proposals for transport infrastructure (Gutie¨rrez et al, 1998) . They are designed to link cities and regions together through roads, railways, and airports. In a European context, the most important programme is the European Union's trans-European networksöTEN (Vickerman, 1995) . Examples of recently implemented or currently ongoing investments can be found in the high-speed rail network linking Paris^Brussels^Cologne^AmsterdamL ondon, the proposed transport corridor across the south of the European Union linking Spain with the Ukraine (via northern Italy, Slovenia, and Hungary), the road and high-speed railway whichöby way of the O ë resund bridge between Sweden and Denmarköwill connect Oslo^Gothenburg^Malmo«^Copenhagen^Hamburg, and the`Nordic Triangle' which will connect four Nordic capitals by air, land, and sea.
Such projects are mainly supported by the argument that they will be good for business, economic growth, and employment. Besides serving the goal of economic growth, infrastructure investments are seen as a means to create ecologically sustainable transport systems. Through high-speed trains, people are to be induced to choose rail instead of air transport. By means of new traffic links, road traffic is to be channelled around cities instead of going through their centres. Yet, at the same time, such investments raise serious questions about ecological sustainability. Certainly, many infrastructure projects put high demands on the Earth's resources in terms of land use, the use of nonrenewable resources (not least fossil energy), and pollution to air, land, and water. The international environmental agreements during the last decadeösuch as those adopted at Rio in 1992öhave provided a new ecological context for this kind of infrastructure investment.
Towards a sustainable transport system?
In the negotiations that preceded the Rio conference, Sweden was one of the nations that strongly emphasised that the environmental problems of the transport sector had to be
(1) The case studied here is probated under a set of laws that existed before 1 January 1999. A similar balancing between economic utility and environmental consideration was made possible by the formulations in the previous Environmental Protection Act (SFS, 1969, number 387). included in the conference. (2) In the European Union, for example, transportation is estimated to account for one third of the carbon dioxide output (MoE, 1997, page 64) .
Officially, Sweden boasts of its responsibility to show the world how the transport system should be developed to meet the demands of sustainability (GC, 1992, page 17) . However, despite the agreements at Rio and the climate conference at Kyoto in 1997, there are today few signs that nation-states will succeed in reaching the goal of carbon dioxide reduction, and Sweden is no exception to this (Low et al, 2000) .
Even though the total emission of carbon dioxide in Sweden decreased by 20% during the period 1980^1996 (not least because of the development of nuclear power), the emission of carbon dioxide in the transport sector increased by 27% over the same period (NUTEK, 1997, page 29) . (3) The increase in transport seems to be continuing, and the governmental commission report on Sweden's future transport system estimates that transport will increase by 40% between 1990 40% between and 2020 40% between (GC, 1996 .
Aside from the problem of climate-warming gases, the transport sector is one of the biggest sources of emissions of substances that cause acidification and eutrophication of soil and water and damage to vegetation. Another problem is its claim on substantial areas of land, especially in urban areas where green spaces are limited. The Swedish national report on Agenda 21 states that``developments in the transport sector today are not compatible with sustainable development'' (MoE, 1997, page 9). But the transport sector has developed relatively slowly in the Swedish local Agenda 21 activities, partly because local influence is rather limited when it comes to infrastructure. Thus changing the transport system into a sustainable one is a major challenge to environmental work in Sweden today.
As a means to do this, a common platform for an ecologically sustainable transport system in Sweden was created. The platformöcalled MaTsöwas constituted by governmental bodies (responsible for roads, railways, air traffic, and so on) and private industry (the car and oil industries). In its concluding report it stated that the emission from air traffic was expected to increase while that from all other types of traffic was expected to decrease (EPA, 1996) . (4) At the same time, the national report on Agenda 21 in its brief discussion of air transport states only that Sweden's investment in railway improvements will make the train a competitive alternative to the aircraft when it comes to domestic transport. One reason for its insufficient attention to air transport is that when it comes to passenger transport, air transport accounts for only a few percent of the total. However, to be able to reach the goal of reduced carbon dioxide emission, a reduction of fossil-based transport seems to be a necessity. Obviously, the relationship between air traffic and environmental concern is a sensitive question. The expansion of air traffic is visible in many countries, and it is largely a result of an increase in freight transport by air (EPA, 1993) . (5) (2) The transport sector is mainly dealt with in chapter 9 (``Protection of the atmosphere'') of Agenda 21. Its recommendation includes developing and promoting efficient, safe, and environment-friendly transport. (3) The transport sector accounts for one fifth of Sweden's total energy use, and 90% of this energy derives from fossil fuels (MoE, 1997, page 64; NUTEK, 1997, page 19) . (4) When it comes to nitrous oxides, from 1980 until 2005 air traffic is allowed an increase by 50% and then the goal is a decrease, which implies an increase of 30% from 1980 to 2020. The goals for emissions of carbon dioxide allows an increase by 30% from 1990 to 2005, whereafter by 2020 the emissions shall be back to the level of 1990, and then there shall be a decrease by 20% by 2050 (EPA, 1996) . (5) Comparing 1997 with 1985 shows that air movements per year in Sweden (take-offs and landings) increased by 36%, tonnes of freight per year increased by 125% and the passenger total almost doubled (Luftfartsverket, 1985; . The prognosis is that these trends will continue, in Sweden as well as in the rest of Europe (EPA, 1993).
According to the MaTs report mentioned above, the legislative imposition of EIA increases the chances that decisions which promote a more environmentally adapted transport system will be made. Before a more critical examination of this assumption, we first need to say something of the role of EIA in a Swedish context.
EIA in Sweden
EIA in Sweden, as in many other countries, is seen on the one hand as a document that provides the basis for decisions, and on the other hand as a working process. The intentions behind EIA are both to give more consideration to the environment in projects and planning and to encourage public participation. The idea is that EIA should be done early in the planning process and that a spectrum of actors should influence it.
Besides Swedish laws and regulations, and besides the EIA legislation of the European Union (EU, 1985) , there are a number of international conventions which lay down guiding principles both for the content of EIA and for the working process. The Convention of Environmental Impact Assessment in a Transboundary Context (ESBO, 1991) is one of these.
The development of EIA in Sweden
Over the last twelve years, EIA has gradually been introduced in the Swedish system. The discussion began as far back as the end of the 1970s when there was criticism of the Environmental Protection Act (SFS, 1969) . The legislation's demand that the applicant should present a knowledge base for the proposal was insufficient because, in general, only technical and short-term problems were dealt with in the applications (GC, 1978) . Criticism was also directed against the very limited opportunity for public participation and influence over the decisions.
After almost ten years of governmental investigations and discussions in parliament, EIA was incorporated in Swedish legislation. In the course of time, the EIA requirements were integrated in different laws (for example, laws regarding roads and environmentally harmful activities), and since 1999 many of the laws which demanded EIA have been replaced by a comprehensive Environmental Code (SFS, 1998a) that assembles most of the environmental regulations.
In the Environmental Code (SFS, 1998a, chapter 6, section 7) it is stated that an EIA shall take account of alternatives to the suggested project. The EIA should give an account of alternative localisation, alternative performances and technologies, and a zero alternative, which is to say an assessment of the environmental impact if the project applied for is not implemented. According to Swedish legislation, a deficient EIA will prevent permission being granted for the project.
According to the Environmental Code (chapter 6, section 4) the developer should, early in the planning process, consult the County Administrative Board and those private persons who are especially affected by the project. After the consultation, the County Administrative Board decides whether the project is to be considered as having considerable environmental impact. If this is the case, an EIA has to be done, with the further demand that there be consultations with involved and affected parties ö authorities, the public, and organisations (chapter 6, section 5). The developer is responsible for the EIA and covers its costs (chapter 6, section 10).
One of the most important differences when it comes to EIA is that the Environmental Code more powerfully steers the application towards a greater environmental concern (Lerman, 1999) . However, it is important to notice that it does not state what `the environment' isöthat is to say, the legislation gives no detailed guidance as to what exactly should be taken into consideration in the EIA. (6) Also, authorities see EIA as a means to integrate the public in the decisionmaking process (Roberts, 1991) . This implies that the meaning of environment, impact on the environment, and what you are supposed to take into consideration are open questions to be decided by many actors. Thus, EIA seems to provide a potential arena for a discussion of how to weight the three dimensions of sustainability. Of course, this does not mean that ecological and social aspects will always precede economic aspects, but at least they will have to be taken into consideration in the regulation. The question that remains to be answered is how this is supposed to work.
EIA and public participation
One could say that EIA in Sweden, more than ten years after its introduction into the Swedish legal system, exists as a legislative demand, as a number of documents developed as responses to those demands, and as ideals articulated by a number of Swedish authorities.
In handbooks, written at the behest of the Swedish Board of Housing, Building and Planning (Boverket), the purpose of EIA is described as: (1) to foresee the impact that human activities have on the environment; (2) to make more efficient use of land and water; (3) to prevent environmental degradation; and (4) to involve the public (Roberts, 1991) . Public participation, it is stated, is important for the development of alternatives and for discovering important questions for further investigation. Public meetings are seen as the best form for the development of a`real dialogue'. It is also stated that the public can contribute specific knowledge concerning the area in question, evaluations of the expected effects, and an examination of the basis for the decision (Lerman, 1996) Thus, the ideal process is that the actors involved together decide what kind of environmental impact it is relevant to investigate further, and that all actors involved can influence the planning of the project. Evaluations of EIA show, however, that there is a big gap between the real and the ideal process (Carlman and Westerlund, 1994; Grandell, 1996; Hilding-Rydevik, 1990; Kvarnba« ck, 1995; Lidskog, 1995; RRV, 1996) . According to this research, the problems with EIA have been that: (1) the local population do not attend public meetings; (2) in cases where they do attend, the local population have very little impact on the decision; (3) the EIA is done too late in the planning process; (4) the descriptions of the impact are often very technical and difficult to understand for nonexperts; (5) the EIA document is not objective or neutral, but often includes (the developer's) argumentation that the project will not lead to any serious environmental impact; and (6) the EIA only considers the environmental impact of a single project and not how the project might contribute to a wider problem of pollution.
To judge by these findings, the EIA process seems to have had rather limited success when it comes to achieving the aim of being a democratic process. Recent studies from other countries indicate that this is not unique to Sweden. In Hungary, however, public participation and environmental assessment are recent developments and the lack of participation in EIA could potentially be improved by refining the (6) The only guiding principle for EIA is given in the second supplement of the Environmental Code (SFS, 1998b) , where it is stated that the impact to consider is use of land, water, and other resources, production of waste, pollution, and disturbances and risks of accident. Extra-sensitive evaluations are required for areas that are environmentally, historically, culturally, or archaeologically significant or that are densely populated, and such evaluations must include a consideration of the nature, duration, and reversibility of the effects. legislation and boosting public awareness (see Palerm, 1999) . But even in a country like the United Kingdom, where EA (as EIA is designated) is well integrated, public participation is inadequate and EA has not revolutionised the outcome of planning decisions (Blackmore and Wood, 1997) . In a number of countries, it has been shown that EIA has not successfully managed to include the public in the planning process (see, for example, Harrop and Nixon, 1999; McCarthy, 1996; Petts, 1999; Thomas, 1998) .
In many cases it is relevant to ask why citizens should participate at all when they seem to have very limited opportunity to influence the decision. In general, transport policy is one of the most difficult areas for the general public to affect and to influence (van Zwanenberg et al, 1999) . However, before discussing this question, we will first turn our attention to a case study on the proposed extension of a regional airport in Sweden, and the role of EIA and public involvement in this issue.
4 A case study: the expansion of O ë rebro airport With its 122 000 inhabitants, O ë rebro is the sixth-largest town in Sweden. Located between Stockholm and Gothenburg (as shown in figure 1), the municipality is endeavouring to become a centre for transport (rail, road, and air). At the same time, the municipality is well-known in Sweden for its ambitious environmental work (Bro et al, 1998) . As far back as 1985 the local council decided to work to make O ë rebro an ecological municipality.
The airport is owned by the surrounding municipalities and the County Council. Over the last few years, transport activities at the airport have increased dramatically. In 1999, 11 300 tonnes of goods were transported, compared with 41 tonnes three years earlier. Also, the transport of passengers has gradually increased, from 33 000 in 1985 to 162 000 in 1997. Thus, the Airport Company faces a promising future, and has applied for permission to further expand its transport activities. Our question is, to what extent did the EIA in this case realise the aforementioned intentions of the governmental authoritiesöthat is to say, become a means for discussing long-term environmental consequences and for encouraging public participation? Figure 1 . Map of Sweden, with enlarged section showing the town of O ë rebro and the location of the airport.
O ë rebro airport and the environment
The last updated formulated environmental goal of O ë rebro municipality was to decrease its emissions of hydrocarbons by 50% from 1988 to 2000, carbon dioxide by 5% from 1994 to 1998, and nitrous oxide by 30% from 1980 to 1998 (O ë rebro kommun, 1994^98). This decrease of air emissions is approximately in accordance with the national goals (EPA, 1997) .
An expansion of the airport at O ë rebro implies increased air emissions. A comparison between the zero alternative (no expansion, which is to say that the airport activities remain at the 1997 level) and the planned expansion is made in the EIA (see table 1 ). The calculation is made for emissions at a height of 0^915 metres, emissions at greater heights not being considered at all in the application.
From a national perspective, an expansion of the O ë rebro airport could be possible without negatively affecting the national environmental goal if other airports were to decrease their activities. (7) However, no such trend is visible today (see figures 2 and 3). Therefore the planned expansions at a number of regional airportsöof which O ë rebro airport is oneöseem to make it hard to reach the national environmental goal for the air transport sector.
The conflict
In March 1997, the O ë rebro Airport Company applied for permission to extend its air movements, from 21 000 to 30 000 per year. The company's application immediately generated local resistance and local protests. The critics argued that an expansion of the airport traffic would mean increased air pollution, increased noise, and increased environmental risk. However, table 2 shows that the protest did not come only from the people living in the vicinity of the airport, but also from the local Board for Environmental Protectionöstressing that an expansion of air traffic is not consistent with a sustainable developmentöand from environmental organisationsöstressing that an expansion will threaten the bird life in the area.
There was also a strong backing for an expansion from local politicians and regional companies (also shown in table 2); expansion being perceived as a necessity in order to attract private enterprises to the region. The municipality therefore seems here to have a dual role: as entrepreneur, trying to attract business activity to its territory; and as environmental guardian, trying to protect its local territory from environmentally harmful activities.
The enterprise at the airport has been disputed before. There were local protests and an appeal against a former permit for an expansion in 1994. Despite the protests, the government gave permission for the expansion.
The National Franchise Board for Environmental Protection decides for or against permission for this kind of activity. (8) Before a decision is made, the application is circulated for comments by authorities such as the County Administrative Board and local councils close to the geographical location of the proposed activity. After these considerations, and public meetings, the application is modified if necessary. The application is then announced and is open for everyone to consider. Thereafter, the Franchise Board decides for or against permission. If there is an appeal against the decision the matter is submitted to the government for decision. In table 3, the EIA process is outlined for the care of the proposed expansion of O ë rebro airport in 1997. In the remainder of this section, the EIA process in the O ë rebro case is related to the generic problems with EIA that were outlined in section 3.2. (9) The local population do not attend public meetings. This cannot be said to be true for the O ë rebro case. At the public meetings in February 1997, representatives from the Airport Company, other companies in the region, authorities and local councils, about fifty people living near the airport, and farmers in the area of the airport all attended. At these meetings the company gave information about the planned expansion and six weeks later it applied for permission for this expansion. About 200 people living close to the airport sent written statements asserting that the expansion must be stopped. In February 1998, there were two organised protest groups which asserted that they would make protests and daily visits to the environmental offices in the O ë rebro and Lekeberg municipalities for six years. However, this attempt stopped after only a few days. Those who are critical of the airport expansion assert that if there had been more time for them to mobilise there would have been more people involved in the process.
In this case the participation was spatially limited. The opposing participants were mainly people living in the vicinity of the airport. Except for the written statements from the Swedish Environmental Protection Agency no widespread (national) debate took place about air transport in relation to other types of transport and sustainability.
In cases where they attend, the local population have very little impact on the decision. In April 1998, the Franchise Board gave the company permission for the planned project. The local people did not have any considerable impact on this first decision. Table 3 . An overview of the EIA process for the proposed expansion of O ë rebro airport.
1997
Investigations and public meetings January Information and consultation meeting between the company, authorities, administrations, and political boards. February The company arranges two public meetings.
March
The company applies for an expansion of its enterprises. The application includes a preliminary EIA.
Examination of a preliminary EIA July
The Franchise Board announces the application. About 200 written objections from citizens and several statements from authorities, companies, and organisations are submitted.
1998
A revised EIA January
The company supplements the EIA according to the statements.
Probation

April
The Franchise Board gives the airport permission for an expansion.
Decision
May
About 200 local people make an appeal against the decision.
Probation
May
The probation is left to the government (Ministry of the Environment). October
Statements from authorities, the company, and local protest groups are sent to the government.
Carrying through the project May
The Airport Company announces that it will start to extend its landing strip without any final decision from the government. This extension was completed 12 August.
Decision
The government (Ministry of the Environment) will decide for or against the application.
(9) The case study is based on the official documentation of the EIA process (EIA, 1997b; 1997c; 1998a; 1998b) .
The permission was given on conditions that differed, to some extent, from the company's application, but the differences did not derive from the demands of the local protest groups. The EIA is done too late in the planning process. This is both true and untrue in the O ë rebro case. The minutes of the public meetings show that they were more like information meetings, where the company informed the public about the planned project. From a participatory perspective the EIA was done too lateöthe company had already settled the planning process and the public had little opportunity to change the direction of it. However, the EIA was done before the company started to carry through the project. But the company started to carry through the project before they got the final decision.
About 200 private persons appealed against the decision from the Franchise Board. The matter was submitted to the government and the Ministry of the Environment, but no decision had been made by March 2000. In a letter to the government, the Swedish Environmental Protection Agency urged that further demands should be imposed on the airport regarding the noise and the emissions. In May 1999, the Airport Company announced that it would not wait for the government decision, but would start to extend the landing strip. It claimed that it had to start because of competitive demands, and that O ë rebro airport is currently one of the most successful in Sweden (being the fourth-largest airport in Sweden). Because no new argument was added in the complaints, the Airport Company supposed that the government would decide in favour of the extension.
The descriptions of the impact are often very technical and difficult to understand for nonexperts. This is true for the O ë rebro case and it has to do with the status of the knowledge of laypeople. Even when an indisputable local impact is considered, such as the noise, the knowledge of laypeople is countered with theoretical calculations. This is also related to the problem of agenda setting, which limits not only the issues taken up for discussion but also the way in which issues have to be expressed to be taken seriously. As other studies have shown, only those issues formulated in rationalt echnical terms seem to be taken seriously in the decisionmaking process (Lake, 1994) .
In the EIA it is stated that the expected traffic by the year 2008 implies an obvious increased noise exposure for the people living close to the airport. However, it claims that``the noise exposure for most people will not be worse than can be tolerated without any special measures to reduce the noise'' (EIA, 1997a, page 56). The local population are critical of the EIA's theoretical calculations of the noise, which say nothing about how disturbed the people actually get. As a couple living close to the airport put it,``We are the experts at having a lot of planes over us'' (Nerikes Allehanda 1997). For the local population, the noise is one of the main arguments against the proposed expansion.
The EIA is not objective or neutral, but often includes (the developer's) argumentation that the project will not lead to any serious environmental impact. In this case, the company has already set up economic prosperity as a primary goal. Often the EIAs have no explicit discussion of how economic considerations and ecological ones are to be balanced in cases where they are in opposition to each other. Instead, it is most often argued that there is no contradiction. This is also the case when it comes to the proposed extension of O ë rebro airport. Through technological improvements, the negative effects of increased air traffic will be counteracted. As is stated in the EIA,``The expectation of emissions from gas and noise set out in this application is related to known types of aeroplanes. The development is heading towards better types. In the future environmental impact (both gas and noise) will in all probability be less than the expectation in this application'' (1997a, page 63).
The EIA considers the environmental impact only of the single project and not how the project might contribute to a wider problem of pollution. This is also true in the O ë rebro case. Some discussions in the EIA involve the issue of broader impact of the projects. But according to its EIA, the company has no responsibility to strive for the national goal of decreasing the air transport sector's emissions to the air. This leads us to the question of spatial scale when discussing the environmental consequences of a project.
In the O ë rebro case there is a conflict concerning whether single sectors and regions have a responsibility with regard to reaching the national and international goals concerning the decrease of emissions of carbon dioxide. This is a conflict which concerns the spatial scale on which the dimensions of sustainability should be discussed. The proponents argue that the environmental responsibility for the air traffic sector must be handed over to the national level. They also argue that the airport's contribution to the regional pollution level is small compared with other sources of pollution. On the other hand the opponents argue that all sectors must take their responsibility at all levels (regional as well as national).
Environmental consequences and spatial scale
In the introduction to this paper it was emphasised that there is a need for practical knowledge concerning how the three dimensions of sustainability as well as spatial levels should be balanced against each other. As we can see, in this case those two questions are related to each other. Any discussion of the environmental consequences of an activity involves the question of spatial scale. This was visible in the case of O ë rebro airport. All the actors agreed that air traffic contributes to the greenhouse effect. The disagreement concerned the spatial scale of the consequences and whether the airport extension should be seen as a separate project or as part of a whole sector.
The argument put forward in the EIA is that the extension will have very little impact from a wider (global) point of view. The proposed increase of emissions of carbon dioxide (9000 tonnes a year) is marginal in both a regional and a national perspective. From the viewpoint of the Airport Company the national goal of decreasing the emissions should be attained through overarching environmental policies and not through detailed regulation of single airports.
The same kind of argument is given when discussing the problem of acidification. In the expected traffic situation of the year 2008 the airport's contribution to the total emissions of nitrous oxides in the region is only 0.8%. Even if the increased emission is high in relative figures (771%, see table 1), the environmental impact of the project is negligible. According to the EIA, the emissions must be judged by size and considered as one of many contributions to a situation of large-scale pollution.
In the EIA, the company states that it has no responsibility to strive for the national goal of decreasing the air transport sector's emissions to air. On the contrary, it states that if the company were to assume this responsibility the problem concerning emission would still be the same, or even worse. As the EIA states,``If the expansion of O ë rebro airport is not allowed, the result will probably be an increased travelling by car from the region of O ë rebro to other airports, with an increased emission of carbon dioxide as a result'' (EIA, 1997a, page 63) .
In contrast to the Airport Company's arguments, the Local Board for Environmental Protection stresses that an expansion of air traffic is not consistent with ecologically sustainable development. It claims that such an expansion is in opposition to the environmental goals of the municipality, of parliament, and of international environmental agreements. The local board also asserts that the company and the Franchise Board should assume an environmental responsibility in their planning and decisionmaking.
Other actors might have other considerations and other responsibilities that might outweigh environmental responsibility. One argument for the expansion is that the negative environmental impact is outweighed by the advantages to society and public welfareöthat the economic dimension of sustainability outweighs the ecological ones. The County Administrative Board and the local council favour this argument. The companies in the region that made written comments on the application claim that the expansion is a necessity for their enterprises. The council claimsöin contrast to its Environmental Boardöthat it has to take aspects other than environmental ones into consideration, not least the employment possibilities in O ë rebro now and in the future. The local councils in the surrounding municipalities (Kumla, Lekeberg, Nora, and Askersund) argue in a similar way.
The question of the spatial scale of environmental responsibility seems to be difficult to settle both at a local and at a regional level. The EIA process is supposed to be open and all actors involved should be able to participate and influence the outcome. But, as in many other EIAs, this is not fulfilled in the O ë rebro case. The conclusion from this case study is that many of the generic problems in the EIA process also appear in the O ë rebro case study. What is found in the O ë rebro case is that what can be discussed in the EIA process is restricted in more serious ways than mentioned in the generic problems found in earlier research.
The limitation of public participation is not only a question of disputes between technical and laypeople's understanding. The local people, as well as environmental organisations in this case, raise issues of environmental responsibility that exceed the domain of the technical experts.
The conflict at O ë rebro in many ways concerns environmental responsibility and the balancing of environmental and economic considerations. However, it seems hard to settle these broad issues at the local level without including other levels of responsibility as well. In the next section, we will discuss the conditions for public participation in EIA in relation to the dimensions of the conflict in this case.
EIAö problems and prospects
In Sweden, as in many other countries, it is emphasised that EIA should not only be documentation of the environmental impact of a planned activity, but should also invite the general public to become involved in the decisionmaking process. At the beginning of this paper, we asked if EIA could serve as an instrument for a public dialogue and qualification of the meaning of sustainability. In an ideal EIA process, ecological arguments can weigh heavily no matter who, or how many, pursue them. The outcome of a real EIA process, though, seems to be dependent on what interests are most strongly mobilised. In the case study carried out here, the citizens had very limited opportunity to influence the decisionmaking process.
In our case, the limits to public participation were related to: (1) the conditions for local citizen participation in issues that cross spatial levels; (2) the restricted understanding of environmental consequences, where the local people's understanding and knowledge are seen as irrelevant by the applicants and in the EIA; (3) the implicit priority that the applicant and the EIA give to the value of economic prosperity. These limitations are all related to the generic problems with EIA found in earlier research; taken together, they resulted in an exclusion of the public from influencing the decision.
The first problem concerns the implementation of EIA at the local level while the impact of a planned project can extend beyond the local, regional, or even the national level. Knowledge about the negative effects of emissions, such as the greenhouse effect, is today relatively undisputed. However, in this case, scientific knowledge is used by the EIA author and the Airport Company to show that the airport's contribution to the climate change is negligible compared with the global problem. The fact that its emissions of carbon dioxide are planned to increase by almost 500% by the year 2008 constitutes no problem from this perspective. The case study shows that when it comes to controversial issues that cross spatial levels the prospects for public influence are limited, since EIA does not serve as an arena for national debate.
The second problem concerns the status of the public as potential contributors to a better decision. Even when an indisputable local impact is considered, such as noise, the knowledge of the people living in the vicinity of the airport is countered with theoretical calculations. Instead of including the experiences of these people as an important aspect and as knowledge that can contribute to suggestions for preventive measures, the noise issue gets to be a question of being within or outside the calculated noise-abatement zone (which will eventually decide the number of houses requiring soundproofing).
The last problem concerns the economic aspects of the project. In this case, and presumably for many other transport infrastructure investments, the opportunity for the public to influence the decision seems to be relatively small because of the economic interests involved in this kind of project. The actors with the most influence on the decision are overruling environmental responsibility by using economic considerations.
The case study shows that, in balancing the three dimensions of sustainability, the short-term goal of economic growth seems to rule out a more long-term ecological goal of sustainability as well as the democratic goal of broad participation. Presumably, public influence relies on the opportunities for civil groups to mobilise for collective action to a greater extent. At the same time, public participation by no means guarantees that the decision can be considered democratic or that long-term ecological goals will be favoured.
The three problems mentioned above lead to serious questions concerning what kind of projects can be handled in the EIA process and what kind of projects allow public participation. In spite of a general legislation which includes the demand for EIA for any project (including the aim of public participation), infrastructure projects seem to be an exception. At least in this case, one can, despite the aims of EIA, speak of public exclusion rather than public involvement.
